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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

[1] A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for 
continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely 
paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. 
Applicant's submission filed oh October 10, 2006 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments/Amendments 

[2] Presented arguments have been fully considered, but are rendered moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

[3] Claims 1, 7 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is 
most nearly connected, to make and/ or use the invention. 

Regarding claim 1, the claim limitation, "comparing the plurality of electronic text files 
with one another based on the sequence and direction information to identify a character 
sequence appearing in common in the electronic text files corresponding to the 
partially overlapping images of adjacent portions of the document". Comparison based 
on direction information is not disclosed in the disclosed in the application as initially filed. 
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Only citation of the direction information appears at specification page 8, paragraph 2; 
however that citation does not describe comparison as recited in the claims. 

Regarding claim 7, the claim limitation, "controller configured compare the electronic text 
filed based on the sequence and direction information'*. Comparison based on direction 
information is not disclosed in the disclosed in the application as initially filed. Only citation 
of the direction information appears at specification page 8, paragraph 2; however that 
citation does not describe comparison as recited in the claims. 

Regarding claim 12, the claim limitation, "compare the electronic text files based on he 
sequence and direction information". Comparison based on direction information is not 
disclosed in the disclosed in the application as initially filed. Only citation of the direction 
information appears at specification page 8, paragraph 2; however that citation does not 
describe comparison as recited in the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this tide, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary, 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

[4] Claims 1, 5, 7, 10, 12 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Nakabayashi [US 5,675,672] in view of Blalock et al. ("Blalock") [US 5,729,008]. 
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Regarding claim 1, Nakabayashi discloses the following claim limitations: 

A method of processing a document that includes a plurality of characters [fig, 3] y the 
method comprising: capturing a plurality of partially overlapping digital images of the 
document with an image capture device [56 and 60 on fig, 3, col, 5 11. 19-39: First file 
(first image) and second file (second image) are overlapping.]', maintaining image sequence 
information identifying a sequential order in which the partially overlapping images 
were captured [col 4, 11. 45-48]; performing optical character recognition on the 
plurality of captured partially overlapping digital images (i.e. 58 and 62), to generate a 
corresponding plurality of electronic text files [58 and 62 on fig. 3; col 5, 11 19-33]; 
comparing the plurality of electronic text files with one another based on the 
sequence and direction information (Le. top, bottom, left and right) to identify a character 
sequence appearing in common in the electronic text files corresponding to the 
partially overlapping images of adjacent portions of the document [col, 5, 11, 36-39; col 
4, 11 43 A8 and 54-58; adjacent files are compared based on sequence information]; and 
combining the plurality of electronic text files into a combined text file based on the 
comparison and in a manner consistent with the sequence and direction (Le. top, 
bottom, left and right) information [col, 5, 11, 40-48 and 57-60; col 4, 11 54-58], 

Nakabayashi does not explicitly disclose the following claim limitations: 

receiving direction information indicative of a direction of relative movement 
between the image capture device and the document during the capture of the 
plurality of partially overlapping digital images; 
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However, in the same field of endeavor Blalock discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 
follows: 

receiving direction information indicative of a direction of relative movement 
between the image capture device and the document during the capture of the 
plurality of partially overlapping digital images [col 8, 11 21-30]; 

Nakabayashi and Blalock are combinable because they are from the same field of document 

imaging. 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of Nakabayashi with Blalock to track direction of movement, the 
motivation being to aid in arranging the captured overlapping image portions [col 8, 11 21- 
30]. 

Regarding claim 5, Blalock meets the claim limitations, as follows: 

The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of partially overlapping digital images 
are captured with a digital camera, the method further comprising: automatically 
detecting the direction information [col 6, 11 4246: direction information is determined 
correlation between images without human intervention]. 

Regarding claim 7, Nakabayshi discloses the following claim limitations: 

A digital camera (i.e. 120, handheld scanner) comprising [fig. 1]\ an image sensor for 
generating a plurality of partially overlapping digital images based on optical images 
directed onto the image sensor by the lens [120 on fig. 7, 56 and 60 on fig 3, col 5 11 19- 
33: First file (first image) and second file (second image) are overlapping.) a memory (i.e. 112) 
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for storing image sequence information representing an order in which the plurality 
of digital images were captured [col 4, 11. 4548; 1 12 on fig. 7]\ and to perform optical 
character recognition (i.e. 58 and 62 on fig. 3) on the plurality of partially digital images 
(i.e. 56 and 60 on fig 3), to generate electronic text files corresponding to the plurality 
of partially overlapping digital images [col 5, 11 19-33], the controller configured 
compare the electronic text filed based on the sequence and direction information 
(i.e. top, bottom, left and right) to identify overlapping text appearing electronic text files 
corresponding to adjacent partially overlapping digital images [col 5, 11 36-39; col 4, 11 
43-48 and 54-58; adjacent files are compared based on sequence information]', and to stitch the 
text in the plurality of text files together based on the identified overlapping text 
consistent with the image sequence information and the received direction 
information (i.e. top, bottom, left and right) [col. 5, 11 40-48 and 57-60; col. 4, 11. 54-58]. 

Nakabayshi does not explicitly disclose the following claim limitations: 

a lens; a controller coupled to the image sensor and configured to receive direction 
information indicative of a direction of movement of the digital camera during 
capture of the plurality of digital images 

However, in the same field of endeavor Blalock discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 

follows: 

A digital camera (i.e. 10) comprising [fig. 1]\ a lens [col 4, 11 36 AO: optics]; a controller 
coupled (i.e. 25) to the image sensor (i.e. 24) and configured to receive direction 
information indicative of a direction of movement of the digital camera during 
capture of the plurality of digital images [col 8, 11. 21 -30; fig. 3]\ 
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Nakabayshi and Blalock are combinable because they are from the same field of document 
scanning. 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of Nakabayashi with Blalock to track direction of movement, the 
motivation being to aid in arranging the captured overlapping image portions [col. 8, 11.21- 
30]. 

Regarding claim 10, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per discussion for 
claim 5. 

Regarding claim 12, Nakabayshi discloses the following claim limitations: 

An electronic device including a digital camera [120 on fig. 1], the electronic device 
comprising: a display screen for displaying images captured with the digital camera 
[1 16 on fig. 7]\ an input device for inputting information into the electronic device 
[118 on fig. 7]\ a memory for storing image sequence information representing an 
order in which the plurality of digital images were captured [col. 4 f 11. 45-48; 1 12 on fig. 
7J; and a processor configured to perform optical character recognition (i.e. 58 and 
62) on digital images captured with the digital camera (i.e. 56 and 60) and generate 
corresponding electronic text files [fig. 3; co. 5, 11. 19-33], 

the processor configured to compare the electronic text files based on he sequence 
and direction information (i.e. top, bottom, left and right) to identify overlapping text 
appearing in the electronic text files corresponding to adjacent overlapping digital 
images [col. 5, 11. 36-39; col. 4, 11. 43-48 and 54-58; adjacent files are compared based on 
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sequence information], and to stitch text from the electronic text files together based at 
least in part on the overlapping text [col 5, 11 34-39], the order in which the digital 
images are captured [col 4 } 11 45 AS], 

Nakabayshi does not explicidy disclose the following claim limitations: 

and to stitch text from the electronic text files together based at least in part on 
direction information indicative of a direction of relative movement between digital 
camera and the document while the digital images are being captured. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Blalock discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 

follows: 

and to stitch text from the electronic text files together based at least in part on 
direction information indicative of a direction of relative movement between digital 
camera and the document while the digital images are being captured [col 3, 11 23-26; 
col 8, 11 21-30], 

Nakabayshi and Blalock are combinable because they are from the same field of document 
scanning. 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of Nakabayashi with Blalock to track direction of movement, the 
motivation being to aid in arranging the captured overlapping image portions [col 8, 11 21- 
30], 



Regarding claim 16, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per discussion for 
claim 5. 
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[5] Claims 4, 9 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakabayshi in view of Blalock further in view of Fisher et al. ("Fisher") [US 2001/0030693 Al]. 

Regarding claim 4, Nakabayshi and Blalock disclose the claim limitations as set forth in claim 
1. 

Nakabayshi and Blalock do not explicidy disclose the following claim limitations: 

The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of partially overlapping digital images 
are captured with a digital camera, the method further comprising: providing the 
direction information with a user input device of the digital camera 

However, in the same field of endeavor Fisher discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 

follows: 

The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of partially overlapping digital images 
are captured with a digital camera, the method further comprising: providing the 
direction information with a user input device of the digital camera [Paragraph 0055], 

Nakabayshi, Blalock and Fisher are combinable because they are from the same field of 

image processing. 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of Nakabayshi and Blalock with Fisher to have the user input direction 
information, the motivation being to give more freedom to scanning direction [Paragraph 
0055], 



Regarding claims 9 and 15, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per discussion 
for claim 4. 
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[6] Claims 6, 11 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakabayshi in view of Blalock further in view of Nakao [US 6,459,819]. 

Regarding claim 6, Nakabayshi and Blalock disclose the claim limitations as set forth in claim 

1. 

Nakabayshi and Blalock do not explicidy disclose the following claim limitations: 
The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of digital images are captured 
automatically at a predefined time interval 

However, in the same field of endeavor Nakao discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 

follows: 

The method of claim 1, wherein the plurality of digital images are captured 

automatically at a predefined time interval [col 9, 11 28-31 J. 
Nakabayshi, Blalock and Nakao are combinable because they are from the same field of 
document imaging. 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of Nakabayshi and Blalock with Nakao to automatically capture images 
in a predefined time interval, the motivation being ensure overlap among successive images 
- [col.9,11.28-31]. 

Regarding claims 11 and 17, all claimed limitations are set forth and rejected as per ■ 
discussion for claim 6. 
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[7] Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakabayshi in view 
of Blalock further in view of Omura et al. ("Omura") [US 2001/0055121 Al]. 

Regarding claim 13, Nakabayshi and Blalock disclose the claim limitations as set forth in 
claim 12. 

Nakabayshi and Blalock do not explicidy disclose the following claim limitations: 

The electronic device of claim 12, wherein the electronic device is one of a cellular 
telephone, a personal digital assistant device, and a laptop computer. 

However, in the same field of endeavor Omura discloses the deficient claim limitations, as 

follows: 

The electronic device of claim 12, wherein the electronic device is one of a cellular 
telephone (i.e. 340), a personal digital assistant device, and a laptop computer (fig. 9J. 
It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
modify the teachings of Nakabayshi and Blalock with Omura to image and process images 
with a cellular telephone, the motivation being enable portable processing /page 1, para. 
0009]. 

Contact Information 

[8] Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Mr. Sath V. Perungavoor whose telephone number is (571) 272-7455. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8:30am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Mr. Bhavesh M. Mehta whose telephone number is (571) 272-7453, can be reached on Monday to 
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Friday from 9:00am to 5:00pm. The fax phone number for the organization where this application 
or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http:/ /pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Dated: November 27, 2006 . 




Sath V. Perungavoor 
Telephone: (571) 272-7455 



For: Bhavesh M. Mehta 




TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



